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1 Executive summaries should give you the basic 

2 information of what's contained in the plan. And it 

3 would seem the additional revenues created by the 

4 increases would be basic information, should be up 

5 front in our face like on the first page. 

6 And this executive summary is much too 

7 detailed to be an executive summary, and I would 

8 hope that in the final -- the final draft, or 

9 whatever, that they retake a look at their executive 

10 summary and try to get it into where it's really a 

11 whole lot more summary, and include that basic 

12 information, like what does that rate generate? 

13 That's like a number one question, what are we going 

14 to realize in revenues? 3.4 million, that's in a 

15 table somewhere in here and, you know, good luck 

16 finding it. 

17 The other -- I guess the other outstanding 

18 question -- and maybe this question was asked before 

19 and I don't recall, because I have been absent from 

20 a few of the meetings and I was not here for the 

21 presentation, and how was the 12 percent arrived at? 

22 CHAIR ANDERSON: That's a good question. 

23 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: That's, to me, a question that should 

24 

25 

be addressed in the executive summary, since we're 

talking about a rate increase and this is what it 
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1 is, a Water Rate Study. If they're going to 

2 recommend 12 percent, based on what? That should be 

3 in the summary real clear, and I don't really see 

4 that clearly stated. It's like they have -- you 

5 know, I'm sorry, I'm not yelling at any of the staff 

6 here. They didn't make this report. It's just a 

7 thing about studies. We see tons of studies, and as 

8 lay people we all need and depend on an executive 

9 summary to really give us the nuts and bolts and the 

10 guts of whatever the study is, and those of us who 

11 really want to delve into the figures and the graphs 

12 and the processes and all of that kind of stuff, 

13 then we have the rest of the study to look into, 

14 but, you know, if somebody can just briefly explain 

15 where that 12 percent figure -- why not 11.5? Why 

16 not 10? Why not 40? Where is that? What are the 

17 assumptions that were used to base -- or to come up 

18 with this 12 percent. 

19 CHAIR ANDERSON: Well, it's my understanding from the 

20 contract that it was supposed to be based on what 

21 the cost of service is 

22 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Okay. 

23 CHAIR ANDERSON: in order to maintain maintenance and 

24 

25 

operations, but it's hard to derive that from this 

study. We'll have Staff write to Beck, or maybe 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
(808) 524-2090 



WR 3/2/05 95 

1 through the Department, requesting a more 

2 comprehensive executive summary. 

3 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Less comprehensive. More relevant 

4 executive summary, I guess. 

5 CHAIR ANDERSON: Thank you, Ms. Tavares. 

6 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: I think Ms. Perdido would like to 

7 respond. 

8 CHAIR ANDERSON: Yes, Ms. Perdido. 

9 MS. PERDIDO: There is an executive summary in the 

10 beginning, and it was brought to my attention, ES-3, 

11 and this goes through the revenue and -- revenue 

12 requirement summary, and it explains how it was come 

13 up to the 12 percent I think right in there. 

14 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Okay, in simple language can you 

15 explain it to me and to the public? 

16 MS. PERDIDO: Basically they determined -- we went through 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

all our estimated revenues, estimated expenses, 

figured out how much money we would have or not have 

to fund all our operations, and then they came up 

with the amount of CIP that they wanted -- they 

projected that they wanted to have done and came 

through with the amount that would be needed to fund 

all these. From the 3.4 I think about 2.3 million 

is for operating and about 1.1 -- and I'm taking 

this from my memory, but it might be close to 
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1 that -- is for the CIP portion. There's the 

2 whole -- like I said, the revenue and requirement 

3 analysis was done to figure out how much would be 

4 needed to fund, you know, to pay for the operations. 

5 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Okay. When you said the desired CIP, 

6 what was the operating assumption for how much CIP 

7 could be accomplished? 

8 MS. PERDIDO: Yeah, basically the Committee -- Stakeholder 

9 Committee decided that they wanted to have a $25 

10 million CIP budget. 

11 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: And what is the CIP budget now? 

12 MS. PERDIDO: It varies. Last year it was -- '04's 

13 budget, which just finished up, the CIP portion of 

14 it was about 22. I think this year was 20.0. 

15 Originally 25 is what was supposed to be proposed 

16 for 2006. 

17 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Did they -- did they look 

18 historically at what the Department has been able to 

19 accomplish year by year in CIP projects? 

20 MS. PERDIDO: Yes, they did. 

21 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: The actuals? 

22 MS. PERDIDO: Yes, they did. 

23 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: And what are the actuals? 

24 MS. PERDIDO: I don't have the actuals right in front of 

25 me. I know what '04's is off the top of my head. 
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1 They came through with encumbering and expending 

2 about 14.4 million. It's in my bag, the exact 

3 amount, but about between 14 and 15 million for 

4 Fiscal Year '04. One of the big changes from when 

5 we became -- you know, came under the County as a 

6 CIP budget went to an 18-month instead of a 

7 12-month, so that helped, you know, the length of 

8 time to get projects encumbered because of all the 

9 problems that came up with it. 

10 As George stated -- the Director stated in 

11 the previous meetings, that could have been a lot 

12 higher, but there were some bids that came out way 

13 above what we had budgeted for it. 

14 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Do you have a for instance or can you 

15 figure out or extrapolate a scenario whereby the CIP 

16 is figured at 15 million a year rather than 25 

17 million a year and how would this impact that 12 

18 percent increase? 

19 MS. PERDIDO: I could have them, you know, run a quick --

20 you know, through the analysis here we could throw 

21 it in and see what it would come to. The first year 

22 basically wouldn't really affect much because a 

23 majority of it is going to fund --

24 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Operations. 

25 MS. PERDIDO: -- operations. We do try -- and this is 
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1 only projecting it transferring 2 million every year 

2 into the -- like our CIP fund. The first year we 

3 did -- you know, we projected lapsing and how much 

4 funds we would have available on new water system 

5 development fees revenues that came in, and about 13 

6 million we still have to be able to fund projects 

7 for '06. So on this budget you will notice they 

8 were projecting some County borrowing or bonding on 

9 a good portion of this budget. So I don't think the 

10 numbers would change that much. We could I could 

11 have them run, you know, a quick analysis of it. 

12 Hold on. 

13 MR. TENGAN: Madam Chair, if I may. If we would turn to 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

that schedule that Holly was referring to, revenues 

and revenue requirements, that's just following the 

executive summary. At the bottom it says R.W. Beck 

ES-3. There's two sections within this summary that 

can be directly related to the proposed rate 

increases. As you notice, the schedule takes it 

from 2005 out to 2010. If you look at the on 

line 10 it says additional rate revenues. In that 

section from line 10 down to line 19 this pretty 

much summarizes the impact of the proposed rate 

increases over the years, and on line 19 you'll have 

the ,total, assuming that in 2007, 2008, 2009, and 
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1 2010 that those rate increases go through. 

2 So on the 12 percent increase proposal, 2006, 

3 carries out over the years, it's just going to be a 

4 cumulated effect. And then in 2007 we add on 

5 another $720,000 in addition to what was increased 

6 or what's supposed to be increased in 2006. Then in 

7 2008 there's another impact. 2009 there's another 

8 impact, and in 2010, the last impact. So by the end 

9 of 2010 the total effect of the proposed increase 

10 will be, as proposed, 8.5 or 8.6 million dollars in 

11 total revenues. 

12 Now, on the -- on the -- that service side, 

13 on line 30, this is what -- this is the amount that 

14 is being proposed so that the Department can issue 

15 new debt, and that it will be available for payment 

16 of debt service. In 2006 it's $81,450, and so on 

17 across until we get to 2010, where it's $4.8. So 

18 that, in summary, would be pretty much the impact of 

19 the rate increase. 

20 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: So could we have that figure, what 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the rate increase would be that would just take care 

of the increase in operations to 2.3 million? You 

probably can do that yourselves, extrapolate it 

backwards, which is an oxymoron. Reduce it by a 

percentage, perhaps, or something like that, what 
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1 would that -- what would that do? So this 2.1 --

2 2.3 that was for operations, is that a shortfall in 

3 what it's going to cost you for operations of the 

4 Department in the next year? 

5 MR. TENGAN: Yes, assuming that there's no rate increase, 

6 then that would be the shortfall. 

7 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: That would be the shortfall? 

8 MR. TENGAN: Right. 

9 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: So could we get a number, Madam 

10 Chair, that would represent a rate increase that 

11 would handle only the 2.3 operations shortfall? 

12 CHAIR ANDERSON: We'll request that. 

13 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Okay, thank you. 

14 MR. TENGAN: Madam Chair. In our PowerPoint presentation 

15 that I think we provided or we gave to the 

16 Council --

17 CHAIR ANDERSON: Last year you mean? 

18 MR. TENGAN: The consultant is saying that I think that 

19 the percentage that Member Tavares is looking for is 

20 5.5. It says here minimum rate increase of 

21 approximately 5.5 percent is needed to maintain a 

22 positive net income with no contributions to the 

23 capital reserve fund. 

24 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: Okay. That was in the PowerPoint 

25 presentation? 
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1 MR. TENGAN: Yes. 

2 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: That must be one of the meetings I 

3 missed. 

4 CHAIR ANDERSON: No, we didn't have a PowerPoint 

5 presentation while you were gone, Ms. Tavares. Was 

6 this last year, last term? 

7 MS. PERDIDO: No, this is the one we went out to the 

8 public with, the PowerPoint presentation, to the 

9 when we went out to the public in the last -- from 

10 January and February. 

11 CHAIR ANDERSON: This year? 

12 MS. PERDIDO: This year. 

13 VICE-CHAIR TAVARES: So we haven't had it in Committee. 

14 CHAIR ANDERSON: It would be nice if we had it I guess. 

15 MS. PERDIDO: Many times we did try to get the consultant 

16 in to the Committee and there was -- we couldn't --

17 weren't able to fit it in at the times that she was 

18 coming. She is planning on coming this month, but I 

19 think we spoke to -- she will be attending the 

20 Budget and Finance Committee, I think it's on the 

21 24th, to do a presentation and any questions. 

22 CHAIR ANDERSON: Okay, thank you. Mr. Molina. 

23 COUNCILMEMBER MOLINA: Thank you, Madam Chair. My first 

24 

25 

question deals with page ES-4 of the executive 

summary, taking a look at the proposed rate 
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increases. Earlier we heard this morning from 

Mr. Quinn from the Stakeholders Committee stating 

that the Committee recommended that this rate 

increase be just for one year and be contingent upon 

the Department achieving I guess a higher rate of 

CIP projects, and I believe as we heard I guess 

Ms. Perdido this morning say those recommendations 

are around 25 million. My question is -- I'm just 

trying to get a grasp of the process. What happens 

if the I guess all the other proposed rate 

increases here I see before me, 2007, 2 1/2 percent; 

2008, 3 1/2 percent, along with 2009; and 2010, 7 

percent, that's the recommendation made by Beck. 

If the -- who will make the determination? 

If you don't -- you know, if you do reach that mark, 

that $25 million mark, will it go -- this matter go 

before the Board of Water Supply first and then they 

gave the Council a recommendation or advise the 

Council that, you know, go ahead and, you know, it's 

recommended since the Department reached their goal, 

proceed with the recommendation of a rate hike 

increase? I'm just trying to get a grasp. So 

who -- you know -- you know what I'm trying to say? 

How will the bunch go from there? So they initially 

make that determination or does the Council do that? 
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1 I'm just trying to get -- find out how it's going to 

2 work here. 

3 MR. TENGAN: Madam Chair, the way I see the process 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

working is that sometime I guess prior to us 

preparing the Budget for '07 -- yeah, for '07 we 

would have to be -- or we would need to take a 

reading on how we're doing on our CIP, what we 

expect to complete out of the 2006 CIP proposed 

budget. If we see that our level of expenditure or 

our level of encumbrance would end up to be $20 

million, then that's what we would report to the 

Board, and, you know, we would report that to the 

Mayor, and I suppose the process will also include 

some kind of report to the Council, since the 

Council is going to be taking action on any future 

rates through the Budget Ordinance. 

So the Council needs to be made aware of how 

the Department is performing in the CIP program, 

because as the as Mike stated earlier this 

morning, this proposed rate increase is only for one 

year. It's for -- to take -- to take action on the 

proposed 12 percent for the 2006 Fiscal Year, and in 

subsequent years that Board and the Mayor and the 

Council should look at how the Department is 

performing before it takes any kind of action on the 
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1 remaining proposed increases. 

2 COUNCILMEMBER MOLINA: Mr. Director, are you in agreement 

3 with the Stakeholders Committee that it should be 25 

4 million or are you looking at a goal of less than 

5 that? 

6 MR. TENGAN: I guess I'll kind of be wishy-washy on this 

7 answer here. With our existing staff we can -- I 

8 feel that we can do $20 million per year, and I 

9 continually and repeatedly mentioned that to the 

10 Stakeholders Committee and I even strongly 

11 emphasized that that's what it should be. However, 

12 the Stakeholders Committee was even stronger in 

13 putting in the $25 million. That's what they want 

14 to -see the Department accomplish every year, and 

15 that should be the goal of the Department. 

16 So with that, you know, we're going to do 

17 everything we can to put out the $25 million. I'm 

18 looking for ways that we can out source work, 

19 temporary engineers, maybe even hire some retirees 

20 if we can on a contract basis. So as in the past 

21 two years, CIP will remain of high priority with me. 

22 COUNCILMEMBER MOLINA: And one last question, Madam Chair. 

23 

24 

25 

If you don't reach that $20 million -- 20 million 

goal, or 25, will -- in all likelihood will we see 

you with the Department back here asking for 
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1 additional rate increases as recommended by Beck? 

2 MR. TENGAN: Well, that we need to take a reading on how 

3 we're doing operationally and see how the cost of 

4 operations is going. If we see that the cost of 

5 operations has somewhat leveled off and we feel that 

6 we can maintain our operations based upon the 

7 current rates and the current level of revenues, 

8 then we wouldn't need to come in and ask for a 

9 proposed rate increase if we seem to have sufficient 

10 funding for our CIP. 

11 COUNCILMEMBER MOLINA: Okay, thank you. 

12 Thank you, Madam Chair. 

13 CHAIR ANDERSON: Mr. Pontanilla. 

14 COUNCILMEMBER PONTANILLA: Yeah, just one question. You 

15 talk about encumbering monies in regards to your 

16 projects being done. What I'm more interested in is 

17 that, yeah, you can encumber as much money as you 

18 can, but how much of those projects can you complete 

19 on time so that when we ask for a rate increase, 

20 that our customers out there will be sufficiently 

21 provided? 

22 CHAIR ANDERSON: Mr. Tengan. 

23 MR. TENGAN: If I'm here -- maybe I can answer that 

24 

25 

question in this manner. In order for us to 

accomplish any kind of CIP projects, funding needs 
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1 to be available. When we execute a contract the 

2 county Director of Finance needs to certify 

3 availability of funds. So without the funding 

4 funding available, we'd never get to our CIP. Now, 

5 once we encumber -- you know, we execute the 

6 contracts and encumber the funds, then that's 

7 another issue whereby we need to make sure we have 

8 staff to administer the contracts so that the 

9 projects will be completed on a timely basis, but 

10 more often than not we run into issues on this 

11 construction contracts whereby it takes longer than 

12 we had -- or we expect to close out the work. But 

13 first and foremost is to have the funds available to 

14 execute the contracts. 

15 COUNCILMEMBER PONTANILLA: Yes, I agree with you in order 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

to do your projects, but I think the feedback that 

we get from the public is that, you know, we're not 

providing the service when they ask for it. That's 

our main goal, trying to provide the service so that 

they can go on living. In most cases, you know, we 

get delays upon delays and that's where the 

frustration comes out from the public in regards to 

that. And I don't know how much of this money other 

than CIP that has been asked for is to maintain the 

existing systems that we have and the programs that 
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1 we have to take care of the proper maintenance of 

2 our existing facilities. Can you provide some 

3 feedback on that? 

4 MR. TENGAN: Maybe I misinterpreted your question. When 

5 you talk about servicing the customers, I think that 

6 you're making reference to our operations rather 

7 than our CIP. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER PONTANILLA: Well, it's both, actually. 

9 MR. TENGAN: If you can give me a specific example. 

10 COUNCILMEMBER PONTANILLA: Yeah, first of all, we've got 

11 to maintain the service that we provide to our 

12 existing customers, and we also got to provide for 

13 future demands, like affordable housing. So, you 

14 know, in doing your CIPs, you know, you're going to 

15 take a look at both sides, you know, one is 

16 important in maintaining the service and the other 

17 one is to continue to provide service so that we can 

18 provide for -- good example is affordable housing. 

19 MR. TENGAN: Okay, yes, within our budgets annually we do 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

have amounts set aside to do system replacements. 

It could be a tank, it could be transmission lines, 

it could be distribution lines, it could be a number 

of things that need to be changed out, pumps. And 

ln addition to that we also have budgeted expansion 

projects, and this is supposed to address the needs 
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1 to take -- to take care of some goals within the 

2 county. So -- and these monies that are used to 

3 fund growth projects are derived from the water 

4 system development fees or what's commonly known as 

5 the meter fees. So that's separate from -- that's 

6 separate from this rate study here. The water 

7 system development fees is completely different from 

8 the water rates. 

9 COUNCILMEMBER PONTANILLA: Thank you, Chair. 

10 Thank you, Director. 

11 CHAIR ANDERSON: Thank you, Mr. Pontanilla. 

12 Members, I just wanted to thank Member Mateo 

13 for joining us for this discussion. Anybody have a 

14 question they'd like to ask? Ms. Johnson. 

15 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: George, when the last increase was 

16 given for the water rates, which I believe was in 

17 2001, what was the amount of that increase? 

18 MR. TENGAN: Holly seems to recall the percentage of about 

19 5 percent. 

20 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: And were there any increases 

21 systematically before that time? Because I seem to 

22 recall there was a long period of time for which we 

23 didn't have any increases at all. 

24 MR. TENGAN: Yeah, the last series of increases started in 

25 I believe 19 -- July 1st, 1997. There were five 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
(808) 524-2090 



WR 3/2/05 109 

1 increases and it ended in 2002. When I got here in 

2 1995 we had already -- we had embarked on a proposal 

3 to increase the rates. However r that proposal died 

4 and so we embarked on a second rate study that was 

5 done in house and we worked with a Stakeholders 

6 Committee then and we were successful in obtaining 

7 the Council's approval for the rate increase that 

8 took place in on July 1st r 1997. 

9 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: OkaYr but you believe that last 

10 increase in 2001 was 5 percent r or thereabouts? 

11 MR. TENGAN: Yeahr the base rate went from $1.35 up to 

12 $1.42 for the first 10 r OOO gallons. 

13 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: OkaYr and as a comparison to what 

14 other counties are charging in the State of Hawaii r 

15 are we high at what is being proposed r are we low r 

16 are we are right in the middle? 

17 MR. TENGAN: Yes r within the report submitted by R.W. Beck 

18 I believe there's a schedule comparing our rates 

19 with the rest of the State. 

20 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: And I know I -- because there's so 

21 much paper here I was trying to find it. I thought 

22 you might just know off hand. 

23 MR. TENGAN: I don't have that kind of memory. 

24 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: And my only reason in asking this r 

25 Madam Chair r is that I think it's important for us 
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1 to know that electric costs are going up, fuel costs 

2 are going up, just simply to be able to deliver the 

3 water, you know, through inflation and other 

4 factors, not to mention what the bids are coming in 

5 at when they're finally opened to do some of the CIP 

6 projects, even for laying pipe to deliver the water. 

7 I'm really concerned that if we make it an increase 

8 that is less than sufficient, that we're not really 

9 keeping pace with the core infrastructure. So I 

10 want to compare what other counties are doing and 

11 kind of look at where they're going, and if they're 

12 greater than us, if they're far less than us, then 

13 where are we coming in. Oh, Mr. Tengan, you have 

14 that? 

15 MR. TENGAN: Yes, if you look at page 7-6, the top portion 

16 there's a couple charts that show the comparative 

17 billings with the other counties. 

18 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: And that's in --

19 MR. TENGAN: It's in Section 7. 

20 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Is it part of the attachments 

21 or --

22 MR. TENGAN: Yes, it's part of the draft report. 

23 CHAIR ANDERSON: At the front, Jo Anne. 

24 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Oh, at the front. 

25 CHAIR ANDERSON: At the front of the report, Section 7 of 
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1 the report. 

2 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: WeIll I'm not going to hold up 

3 other people till I find that l butl you know l if you 

4 could just summarize I Mr. Tengan l just for the 

5 benefit of the public who doesn't have these papers 

6 in front of them. 

7 MR. TENGAN: OkaYI I'll just use the general rates for 

8 comparison. On Maui the existing rates -- based on 

9 the existing rates for 15 / 000 gallons l the bill 

10 would come out to $38. Hawaii County is $54.70. 

11 Kauai is $49.50. And in Honolulu there's a --

12 what's the -- Honolulu has two different structures l 

13 and there's a notation l Honolulu SS for 15 / 000 

14 gallons it's $30.25. The SS stands for single 

15 familYI and NR stands for non-residential. 

16 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: OkaYI so looking at that overall I 

17 Mr. Tengan l how would you say we compare with the 

18 proposed rate increase that has been recommended by 

19 the stakeholders group? 

20 MR. TENGAN: WeIll that is the proposed -- based on the 

21 existing rates it's at $34.95. 

22 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay. 

23 MR. TENGAN: So there's going to be an increase of about 

24 $3.05 on the average. 

25 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: OkaYI but what I'm trying to get 
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1 at is in comparison to the other counties in terms 

2 of the rate increase that the community is being 

3 asked to pay, how do we stack up? Are we in the 

4 middle? Are we high? Are we low? 

5 MR. TENGAN: We're in the middle right now with this 

6 proposal. 

7 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay. And that's kind of what 

8 I -- you know, Madam Chair, the public doesn't have 

9 all this information that we have access to. So I 

10 think it's always helpful, you know, and we're 

11 looking through books and papers and, you know, the 

12 data that we have when people are being asked for 

13 something, I think it's helpful to establish on the 

14 record why we're asking for it and then also to help 

15 do an analysis and comparison of what other 

16 communities are doing and what other people are 

17 paying. And I'm assuming that the level of service 

18 is comparable, you know, for most of the counties. 

19 Would you say that, Mr. Tengan, that each one of the 

20 counties is given -- is giving comparable service? 

21 MR. TENGAN: Yes, I would hope we're giving comparable 

22 service. You know, we operate within the same 

23 statutes. The only part that might be different 

24 would be our individual rules and regulations. 

25 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay. Thank you very much. 
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1 Appreciate it. 

2 CHAIR ANDERSON: Thank you for bringing that up, 

3 Ms. Johnson. 

4 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Can I say, if I may, I'd like to 

5 thank Member Johnson for bringing this up, because 

6 the turn out at the community meetings with regards 

7 to this rate proposed rate increase was very 

8 dismal. You know, in some cases we had only two 

9 people show up~ So, you know, if -- as a result of 

10 this meeting, it will help to get the word out that 

11 Maui consumers would still be paying somewhat less 

12 than Hawaii County and Kauai County for their water. 

13 You know, this would help help us to achieve what 

14 we need to achieve as far as the rates are 

15 concerned. So thank you. 

16 CHAIR ANDERSON: Okay, Holly, did you say that R.W. Beck 

17 would be presenting this PowerPoint to the Budget 

18 Committee on the 22nd? 

19 MS. PERDIDO: I'm not sure what exactly is going to be 

20 presented. I know that she will be here and will be 

21 available on that meeting, but I'm not sure if we 

22 fully have the details of everything that they're 

23 going to be doing. 

24 CHAIR ANDERSON: And it will be on the 22nd? 

25 MS. PERDIDO: I think it's the 24th, I think the Budget --
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1 that Thursday. 

2 CHAIR ANDERSON: Mr. Kane, do you know what R.W. Beck --

3 or Beck is scheduled to make a presentation at your 

4 Committee meeting? 

5 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Not off the top -- I'm sorry, Chair. 

6 Not off the top of my head, but we can contact 

7 our -- the Budget and Finance Committee Staff and we 

8 can get that information back up to this Committee. 

9 CHAIR ANDERSON: My concern is that the final report is 

10 due March 31st, and if they're coming to make a 

11 presentation to the Budget Committee, am I wrong on 

12 that? 

13 MS. PERDIDO: Yeah, could I make a correction? 

14 CHAIR ANDERSON: Sure. 

15 MS. PERDIDO: Okay, when the original schedule was brought 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

up, that was an estimated schedule that was 

originally -- was done prior to the study even 

started. During the study many things came up that 

prolonged it. There was a revised schedule and 

there is now another revised schedule that they 

have. I'll find out where it's at right now, if 

it's at the Corp. Counselor if we do have the final 

signed copies, but the final prepared draft and 

final reports, the final will be September 1st. 

There will be a revised draft June 30th. 
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1 CHAIR ANDERSON: So the final study is not going to be 

2 available to us when we have to make our decision on 

3 a rate increase? 

4 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Madam Chair. 

5 CHAIR ANDERSON: And Mr. Kane. 

6 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And just to confirm on the timel 

7 thanks to Member Tavares having her calendar right 

8 in front of her. We're tentatively scheduled to 

9 have that presentation on the -- March 24th. As was 

10 mentioned I think in some earlier comment I March 

11 24th Budget and Finance Committee meeting in this 

12 chamber. 

13 CHAIR ANDERSON: If members have certain specific 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

questions in regard to the rate study that they 

would like to get specific answers to or some 

clarity on l please contact my Staff or myself and 

we'll get a letter drafted so that hopefully by the 

meeting on the 16th of this Committee we can get 

some answers. And if not l at least by the time the 

consultants meet with the Budget Committee on the 

24th of March. 

One of my concerns is that in regards to the 

contract with R.W. Beck l part of what they were 

supposed to provide is a 20-year long-term financial 

planning model. I think this is critical in our 
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1 determining rates at least for the next five years. 

2 I know welre only going to be dealing with one year 

3 now, but welre trying to deal with this in a 

4 comprehensive manner so that we can make sure that 

5 welre going to have the funds necessary to maintain 

6 and operate our current system. Chair Mateo -- I 

7 mean Member Mateo. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Thank you very much, Chairman. 

9 Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to 

10 participate in your Committee. 

11 CHAIR ANDERSON: Welre happy youlre here. 

12 COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Thank you. I just have some initial 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

concerns, and then Illl, you know, ask the 

Department some questions. And the primary concern 

is the request for us to make a decision or a 

determination based on a draft report. That kind of 

concerns me. Secondly, the whole premise or the 

whole thrust of this report was really CIP driven. 

CIP driven from a Department that normally averages 

a CIP budget of 20 million, of which 50 percent of 

that is normally encumbered. 

In the process of the stakeholders 

discussions, you know, they provided a number, 25 

million, as a needed amount in CIPs for the 

Department. That never came with a directive. They 
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1 never told the Department what their priorities were 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

or should be. At this particular point I don't even 

know the Department's priorities in addressing the 

CIP needs because of the realities we're dealing 

with, the increased costs of construction, 

unavailability, et cetera, yeah, and also including 

manpower for the Department. 

So I'm still kind of puzzled as to what the 

plan actually is. You know, you've got the money. 

You've got a request for 12 percent more, but 

where's the plan? What's going to be handled first? 

If the intent is to take care of existing problems, 

to deal with the existing deficiencies in the 

system, then we need to know that. If it is to 

continue just to maintain and operate, we'd like to 

know that. So I have initial concerns. 

And just to kind of like set the record 

straight, earlier this morning during testimony the 

Molokai hearing was scheduled on January 24th. At 

that time the Department told us that the Board 

never reviewed the draft because it came as a last 

minute for them. And, you know, the representative 

that was mentioned for Molokai came in on the tail 

end of it. So, you know, I just -- we're going to 

set record straight, I just needed to set that 
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1 straight. 

2 But I still have concerns about the whole 

3 idea -- you know, I don't know if the draft is 

4 really the final and from the draft what areas are 

5 they looking at to change. And as the Director had 

6 indicated, the attendance was so miserable, you 

7 know, that I don't know if any of that input is 

8 going to be contributing to the creation of the 

9 final draft. So I just have concerns regarding 

10 perhaps the policy and perhaps the end result, you 

11 know, like looking at the plans that will be 

12 inclusive. And in addition, the 25 million that 

13 they're identifying as a CIP total, is that 

14 inclusive of the $1.1 million that's supposed to be 

15 going to CIP as well or is that earmarked for 

16 ongoing or expanding? I don't know. 

17 CHAIR ANDERSON: Well, maybe we can see if we can get an 

18 answer to that question. That's an important 

19 question right now. 

20 Holly, can you address that, or Mr. Tengan? 

21 MR. TENGAN: Madam Chair, yes, as far as the plan for the 

22 

23 

24 

25 

CIP, you know, that's part of the CIP that we 

proposed in our annual budget. As you know, when we 

do the CIP budget, we go out five years, and so 

basically that would be the plan to -- but I, you 
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1 know -- I would have to confess that we don't -- we 

2 don't specifically say that -- you see in the past 

3 when the Department was under the authority of the 

4 Board r the Board had several goals with respect to 

5 CIP. And the Department was always able to list its 

6 individual CIP projects and relate it to one of the 

7 goals that the board had established for the 

8 Department. 

9 However r the budgetary process is different 

10 now and so we don't -- we don't make the kind of 

11 identifications as part of the Budget -- excuse 

12 me -- the Budget document. However r in house we 

13 still continue to do that. We want to be able to 

14 relate our projects with what the Board had set up 

15 several years ago as what -- you know r what our CIP 

16 goals should be. SOr you know r we have in house a 

17 working document as far aS r you know r what the 

18 projects are for and what we hope to accomplish with 

19 the projects. 

20 COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Thank your Mr. Director. 

21 And r Madam Chair r I do have additional 

22 questions. I will put them in writing and forward 

23 them to the Committee Chair. Thank you. 

24 CHAIR ANDERSON: Thank your Mr. Mateo. 

25 Members r if there's no further questions --
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1 we have a heavy schedule this afternoon -- I'd like 

2 to defer this item till our next meeting. 

3 COUNCIL MEMBERS VOICED NO OBJECTIONS. 

4 COUNCIL MEMBERS VOICED NO OBJECTIONS. (PRESENT: ANDERSON, 
CARROLL, JOHNSON, KANE, AND MOLINA) 

5 

6 ACTION: DEFER. 

7 CHAIR ANDERSON: Thanks very much. Thank you for all 

8 attending. This meeting of the Water Resources 

9 Committee is adjourned. (Gavel) . 

10 ADJOURN: 12:01 p.m. 

11 

12 

13 
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